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jje Pueblo case continues to 
20 waves oS Capitol HiM and 
hs headed toward furtfcer 
IreSslonal scrutiny tfBetflfte 
gal Navy inquiry endrin Cai- 

S is for Armed ServicITeMSf 
e hearings came fr<Ml50tfli 
ouse aha the Senate 
along with some ad vice for 
Indent Nixon on admifftstra 
? reforms for spy ship proce 


mmmy^ Young sai(^nien 

from theWvy or 
encouraged to resign. 

Ob the House side, Rep. John 
Myers, R-Ind., asked Armed 
Services Committee Chairman 
Mendel Rivers to lead his own 
‘Complete review” of the Pueblo 
chse, %mxr, 

'‘Congress has a responsibility 
to the people of this nation,” 
Myers said, “to know ill the 
facts in this case so they can 
judge for themselves who is re- 
jg^sible for the unfoipmate 

levers declined imnMate 
S>ftment; House committees 
ici’t be formally organized for 
the new Congress until lat$r this 
ifalk. But he was quoted earlier 
as saying he would welcome a 
tm bio investigation. 

One note of caution was heard. 
14 Carl T. Curtis, R-Nefc s ag 


£ Senate Foreign Relax! Off Bopes Congress will not sub- 

^m&SSSS “* 

vear ~ ~ ****+♦--• . mammes s ary investigations. 

I/ Stephen Young, I MJW Johnathan Bingham, 

ffimjng^ tne CIA for the whole D-N.Y., urged Nixon, mean- 
Spdia affair,” said he will ' w hj to revise the code of con- 
fitS^ate Armed Services C«£| , 4 ^ for captured military men. 
mtee 1o lead a full surysyff j fo^ead of limiting a man’s re- 
M pueblo case from its ioeep < jponses to “name, radk and 
'ffijh to the “disgraceful ®®' |^vWe number,” Binghajh said 
Hot” when Navy Comdr. Lloyd snj soldier should be permitted 
Su Bucher surrendered to North s jg n or make statements or 
Korean gunboats without a fight j confessions that do not Contain 
ftbrector “(Richard) Helms <>! factual information usfful to 
m ClA, replete with a sad rec ! the enemy . i 

HT of ‘blunders such as the :U-2 Bingham, a former amfeassal 

tSair and the poorly planned d<jr . 0 united Nations, Said 

fly o? Rigs operation, must thg United States then should 
liar 'the responsibility forth* announce th a t no statement 
fSeblo disgraceful to & captured American 

ggpg said. ’‘It is rers on can be believed. 

j8s was an unneceJ®^ — 

If-tlmed operation froi&tl^ ^- 

fYoung urpd Congrdfcaadthe 
President' to' “straighten oo‘ M ■ i 

the CIA. ' j 

As for administrative changes, i 

Young Suggested the United 
States should follow the lead of 
the Soviet Union and completely 
separate intelligence activities 
from the regular Navy. He said 

Soviet spy ships are disguised as 

fishing trawlers but without the 
nets. ' 
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Weighed in 



% % 





$eig John Sunnis C 
indicated yettefrgay' ti 
.-Senate Ann -d Serv 
| which he beads ^ 

,f veStigate th| capture 
Intelligence six ip pueblo aL 
S ;Navy court completes 
j|;|quiry. 

'f I He said tfcct awhile n§ £malj 
#idecision has been made * 
ffnformed Secretary of ^ 

■ Melvin R. La rd that a §en#te, 
“Inquiry is likely; and "jm 
; i |hat witnesses he kept hki 
|va}lajle. ’ T ";- : - 
£ Stennis sfiid in a . 
itaferaent that, the K\ 
uiry is limited in si 
afcters who|ly 3vj|hip *: 

Isdiction of tie' Na 
other branches of 
rjtntent of fbefens e shareOn] 
sporxsibility fop policiis 
inditfons i|r der wjT w 
P operated. Ly 

Ife 

;siip was haptiirei 
to prevent; an other 
Ident, saidStenhis. , _ 

-dm, John Jj |lylanj! 
q fleet £o Hunan d$r|l 
•fenbd the coprt ofi^i 
taking testimony jr 
do, Califl, said that r ! 
e and §enat| feet 
o look irTo.itJ that.] 
their prerogative,”! ' 
court heard testijnsny 
losed sessipn yelipf^ 
three Nmxcaptain| wjio 
oh duty when the P|ehIo 
captured a :year\|fjL||y 
Korea. They werfj|i$i. 
W. Parson, a 
r in Japan; Capt. Bm$jg£ 
adding, pof 

formerly on ' Hyland's Miff;! 
and Capt. John %, Mar^?®j 
an intelligence -officer Iwith 
the Pacific i'let i. , 5 + Z- tr . 

North, Korea cpnfendhlapd 
the pueblo’s captain, dmdr, 
Lloyd M. Bucher, denied^that 
the ship was in North Korean 
watets when cefeeil. Bucherj 
told JhK coill <>f|imqulry that 
he had requested; and been re- 
,e meah-J to quickly de- 

B i'H on his 


B 
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.War ‘Fuels’ 

United. Pr^st, lit-^njaMonal 

Chairman Join C. Step 
||Sliss.) Of the-Senate A 

££ 


^li ^vitjf s CommiJ tfe vrs tore. 
pd the Pentagon to provf 
Ogress with fads-Hnot “r| 
fctures” — on the Vietnf 

||ennis r complaint ab<$it' t 
of accurate infonnatj|j 
he during , oopfirraaty^ ' 
rings for G. Warren Nft-' 
appointed as Assisttgrt 
§retary of Defence for 
Rational Securii y Affairs 4^ 
urged Nutter to give tf 
^mittee “facts; 1 on the Vi 
s war when he is callec 
^fy during his term of 


Ve ve gone along for yeags 
[id that’s plural, year* 5 — 
the same rosy, rosy 
6,” Stennis said. 

|e chairman said t 
Hy optimistic - out! 

|ii Congressional com 
; applied to ‘ ihe militaSf, 
ation as a whqio” and cited 
18>rts given on l hi JhiUtaii^ 
"jpcity of the - Sou® 
Inamese Army, fc 
fennis said fyMnse ojSgi 
who .made the present 
; ware either b^dly 
takep’’ or tjie info r motion was 
“S° m ^od^ ”, _ 

Nji|ler, qijjng jibe*. jjegotia- 
tiong .In Paflis and the fact lie 
has not turned offfce, de- 
clined to bg draw^i into a dis- 
-Hit 

riot: 



2- 
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For, Battle on Floor 




jar . : . , m 

ftimifiistration Is Backed on 

_ ■ EINfcSt- 

i ls l7 93-Million Request 
iFfr First 2 Stations ‘ 


« *- ■ 

W. FINNEY 

Ll to The ‘New YoVk ^mes 

NGTON, 

t|li „)rr pr1 Sendees' Com- 

myg Bv a 10-to-2 vote, tSday 
ppmv53fthe deployment oT the 
|mi|is;fration f s Safeguard mis- 
Jfffnse system. 

*j|f^ committee action Set the 
$fage for what is expected to 
% f protracted floor fight next 
with the outcome Wll 
in the closely divided 


-mm mm 

Cm_ 

hmittee approval had been ; 
S on the AdrmmitiS- 
equest for $7 93. 5-million 
f construction of the first 
Sons in the antibalffsFicf 
r ._ g- system. It ultimately 
fib lave 12 stations and com 
Ill-billion, accordmg to 
nf pentagon estimates. 

V was unusual, however, 
sharp division wTtBm 
ftfilhittee that hoffitHly 
Uls proposals to the Seri- 
jjoar with a united front. 
Stuart t Sym ington, 
It of Missouri, observed 1 
ls the first time in his 
r ; fears * cm the’ "committee 
iem mere had Been luctTa di-. 
: Thill 1 when' a miifSftty 
:.:arbr Med 


from some of the senior mem 
bers of the committee. Thus 
Senator^ John S tennis. Demo 
crat of Mississippi, the com 
mittee chairman, will find him 
self in the unusual role of de 
fending the committee's action 
against some of the senior com 
tee members such as Sen 
Margaret Chase ^nfft of 
aihe, the ranking Republican 
Senator Symington, the 
thirci ranking Democrat. 

Also regarded as significant 
ivas the fact that Senator How 

i - -*$• U- ■- 

Cannon, Democrat , of 
§a, voted against 
ministration request Until the 
it8J5enator' Cannon, haitfliefr 
placed by the opposition among 
the uncommitted on the missile 
issue. 

. A| this point, the opposition 
believes it has 49 ‘liard^olfe 
Safeguard's deploy 
, Jwith 46 Senators sv|> 
porting the Administration afid 
five unc ommitted. Wltli Sena 
tor Cannon switching from the 
rank? of tfie^uncomrffife^lS 1 
Continued on Page 11, Column I ] 




ers oF the opposition to 
guard befieve ffieir casfTRas 
beSf IftengthenerBy the divi- 
fsim l|in the 

ie forthcoming ®bate ffiese 
opponents will find support 


"C-onimued From Page 1, Col. 1 

opposition believes it now com- 
votes, or one shy of 
. u majority. 

On the basis of today's com- 
tnittee action, the opposition 
rnay also pick up the vote of 
Senator Thomas J. McIntyre, 
Democrat of New Hampshire 
Tyho has been regarded as the 
itcy Senator on the issue. Sen- 
ator McIntyre, who abstained 
jrom today's vote, was report- 
ed to have announced at the 
dosed-dooi*' session of the com- 
mittee that he would vote 
against the Administration re-, 
squest if his proposed compro- 
mise was rejected. 

As a compromise, he. has 
^proposed that the Administra- 
tion be given permission to 
proceed with the installation of 
-radars and computers at the 
tlrs-t tv/o sites in Montana and 
North Dakota but that au- 
thority be withheld for deploy- 
ment of the missiles. His objec- 
tive has been to have the 
debate go on record as being 
against immediate deployment 
®till permitting the Army 
field testing 
uj the electronic components 
’of "the system. 

Senator McIntyre presented 
tuq- compromise to the commit- 
tee today but did not press it 
i.o a vote when it became ap- 
ptixeiii he would lose. He in- 
formed his colleagues,, howeve 
; E at he intended to offer his 
rAm when the issue reached 
tha Senate floor. 

The Administration now be- 
that it has 51 or 52 Sen- 
favoring Safeguard de- 
ployment, with 46 Senators op- 
Ted and two or three un- 
committed. In line with this 
rinser count, Senator John G. 
Tower, Republican of Texas, 
predicted that the pro-missile 
forces would win by a three- 
or Tour-vote majority. 

Not only does the opposi- 
*'nh believe the Administration 
misjudging its strength but 
the attitude of the oppo- 
nents is hardening as a re- 
ly It of some Administration ac- 
i iopg u nrelated tnothe anti- 
’liamstic missile issue. 

' IT recent days some opposi- 
^rffrieaders have been attempt-. 
4n* to draft a face-saving com- 
viofflise for the Administra- 
Thus, for example, the 
JThate Majority leader, Mike 


Mansfield, Montana Democrat, 
has been suggesting privately 
that the deployment funds be 
voted. However, he wants the 
spending held up until such, 
time as it is apparent that 
no progress is being made in 
strategic arms talks with the 
Soviet union or that the Soviet I 
missile threat is materializing, 
as projected by the Pentagon. 

See Shift to Right 

But this compromise talk 
among moderate and liberal 
Democrats and Republicans 
was reported to be abating in 
the wake of Administration 
moves to modify the voting 
rights law, to relax the school 
desegregation guidelines and 
the withdrawal of the proposed 
nomination of Dr. John H. 
Knowles as the nation's top 
medical officer. 

Each of these actions was 
regarded by moderates and lib- 
erals who make up the hard 
core of the opposition to Safe- 
guard as a shift to the right 
by the Administration, They 
also view the moves as an 
over-all indication that Presi- 
dent Nixon has no desire to 
reach a political accommoda- 
tion with the centrist coalition 
in the Senate. 

As a result, the antiballistic 
missile issue is becoming in- 
volved in the policy split de- 
veloping between the White 
House and the centrist group 
in the Senate. In the process, 
as one antimissile system 
strategist put it, “the burden 
for a compromise is shifting to 
Nixon.” 

In the committee, voting for 
deployment were Senators 
Stennis, Richard B. Russell, 
Democrat of Georgia; Henry M. 
Jackson, Democrat of Washing- 
ton; Sam J. Ervin Jr., Democrat 
of North Carolina; H&rry F. 
Byrd Jr., Democrat of Virginia; 
Strom Thurmond, Republican of 
Sourth Carolina; Tower; Peter 
H. Dominick, Republican of Co- 
lorado; George Murphy, Repub- 
lican of California, and Barry 
Goldwater, Republican of Ari- 
zona. 

Opposed were Senators Sym - 
ington, Cannon, Stephieft M, 
Young, Democrat ’of" 1 ©' hip; 
Daniel K. Inouye, Democrat of 
Hawaii; Smith; Edward W 
Brooke, Republican of Massa- 
chusetts, and Richard S. 
Schweiker, Republican of Penn- 
sylvania. 
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Requests 


Money for ABM 


By DANA BUtLEN 

Star Staff Writer 


--A I S^Piitf' Armed T Se; ;iaeg 
Gommfifcg formally callea for 
ajpwalof initial elements of 
an antiballistic missile system 
— t- 1 " today, while three members of 

the committee charged that de- 
ployment of an ABM system’ 
Would not improve United Siafes 
security. 

Arguments for and against 
the ABM— mostly a reiteration 
of viewpoints that have been 
ptiblicly debated — were con- 
tained in a 70-page report for- 
Wal’ding military procurement 
authorization requests to the 
Senate floor. . 

the over-all military request 
j is for $20 billion, which repre-' 

: sents a cut of nearly $2 billion 
from the $21.9 billion revised 
budget submitted by Defense 
Secretary Melvin R. Laird. 

The figures for specific re- 
quests were released last week, 
but today’s report by the com- 
mittee, as the Senate prepares 
to launch into prolonged debate 
over the Nixon administration’s 
safeguard ABM proposed, gave 
the first official view of the de : 
bate within the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

The committee, which support- 
ed the ABM 10-7, said m the 
report that the first considera- 
tion that led it to back the ABM 
; was a desire to improve Prfsi : 
I dent Nixon’s position in forth- 
coming arms limitation talks 
With the Soviet bJnion. ; 

**!£ we unilaterally abandon all 
deployment of our ABMs what 
incentive do we give the Soviets 


■ ! 


to negotiate with us a limit or a 
i reduction in their ABM deploy- 
ment?” the report said, . . ~ 

The committee said jt had 
“solid, hard intelligence infor- 
mation” indicating that if the 
i Russians continue to bull'd addi- 
tional. missiles at the present 
I rhte by the mid-1970s they can 
: “threaten the effectiveness” r of 
the United States’ Minufeman 
ffiCPpcrces. r .‘j 

dprd truth is thafby fhe 
. unless we continue to 
^app ropriate decisions . . . 
gggjd strike capability qf a 
pr oportion of our strategic 
Tent forces will be ip 
doubt.” 

„ _ Three _of thp J 

t i v - c ^ d 

H 'ASM .deployment charged in a 
minority statement that the pro- 
posed system is vulnerable to 
enemy attack and migbfc hoi 
work if n<eeded. ’ “ '* 

In this statement; Stuart Sym- 
ington, D-Mo.j Stephen M. 
Young, D-Ohio, and Daniel IC 
Inouye, D-Hawaii, said that even 
if .the ABM wor|s it. *ilLdp 
“practically nothing” in protect- 
ing Minuteman sites. 

They criticized the Pentagon 
fop refusing to release secret in- 
f Orm a t 1 o n given committee 
members which they said shpws 
“conclusively” that a small in- 
crease in the nuipber of Jpg |5ch 
viet $S9 missiles would olipUr 
nafe any significant gain from 
an ABM system. " 

‘We now also know that be- 
cahse of our domestic problems 
arid our .foreign commitments, 
we must establish some oi dep of 
priorities with respect to our re- 
SOprces,” they said, adding that 
easting United States missiles 
“could destroy the Soviet Union 
t Softie 50 times over” in the went 
of an attack. 

The four senators who voted 
aghinst authorizing deployment 
of the ABM but who did pot 
sign the minority report were 
Howard W. Cannon, B-Nev. ; 
Edward , W, Brooke, R-VIass.; 
Margaret Chase Smith, R- 
Maine, and Richard S. Schweik- 
er, R-Pa, 

Another senator., Thomas J. 


centrated testing of ABM elec- 
tronic components at the Mon- 
tana and North Dakota sites pro- 
losed for ABM deployment, but 
[elay such deployment. 

The $20 billion authorization 
bill now facing the full Senate 
would allocate $759 million for 
initial work on an ABM system. 
The money would go for pro- 
curement of some ABM ele- 
ments, further research and de- 
velopment and construction of 
facilities on Kwajalein Island in 
the Pacific. 

The committee, in outlining a 
number of arguments for going 
ahead with the ABM, said that 
failure to begin procurement of 
long “lead time” items this year 
would delay initial operational 
capability scheduled for 1974 for 
two years until 1976, 

The report also emphasized 
that the authorizations sought 
for the coming fiscal year are 
not “an irrevocable commit; 
ment” to an ABM system, 
which, it said, would be subject 
to annual review by Congress. 

Compromise Doubtful 
Me_anwhile, Senate Majority 
Leader Mike Mansfield .said 
there does not appear to be 
much chance of a compromise 
emerging when the ABM issue 
is considered on the floor. 

Mansfield said it appears 
likely that the ABM eventually 

may be voted down. i 

“It looks as if we’ll battle it 
right down to the wire,” ] 
field said. “On that basis, cost 
prospects for defeating the ABM 
are good.” 

The outcome may be in doubt 
for some weeks, however. Mans- 
field said the debate could take 
up the rest of July. “There’s 
a lot of pentup speeches waiting 
to be delivered,” he said. 


PRO-ABM BOOK 
TO BE PUBLISHED 

NEW YORK (AP) - A book 
defending the controversial Safe- 
guard missile defense system 
will be published July 17 In an 
attempt to counter what its au- 
thors feel is a one-sided debate. 

Herman Kahn, director of the 
Hudson Institute, a “think teuik” 
in Westchester County, said yes- 
terday the book, “Why ABM,” 
would deal .with substantive ar- 
guments on the need for the an- 
tiballistic missile system. 

Kahn, interviewed by tele- 
phone at his home in Chappa- 
qua, N.Y., said, “We thought it 
would be good to have a literate 
discussion that gives the other | 
side.” Many of the 12 articles 
stem from papers written for 
other publications, he said, and 
were done by scientists at the 
institute. 

He said he had not been asked 
by the Nixon administration to 
write the book. 

The authors contend that a 
light American missile defense! 
system will not frighten the So- 
viet Union, which has always 
been defense-minded, Kahn said. 


Approved FQ 


posed a compromise ABM ap 
proach that would permit con 


: A-RDP71 B00364R0001 00170049-6 



&¥■ 


WASHINGTON POST 


roved For Release 2003/02/27 : C 


g£^* 64R0001 001 70049-6 



. I It * ■ lyM 


# ■ ■ ■ •■twMsagwyn-g — 

Into Bomber i Threat ’ 



iber Tlirept 

•_ ; $ - | ;H • 

isputed 

chard Homan * 

pnFqsTStaff Writer 

fp Armed Servic es 
j ora< 1 ■ " 



^ ms ordered a 
efc use Departmegi 
•esolve the “wide |S 

. betweff 
arid intelligence 
ty assessments of fBI 
osed to the* 

Soviet bombers/ "" 
ir Force, in tejstimgm 
the Committee, gut 
, Jhireat. muQh ;ire§g 
jt . sgen.byjihe nationji 
jence estimate, a cq 
product of the int; 


Community that relies 
on information glffi- 
the Central InfeJJj^ 
ency and other ageg- 


^differenqe ,is . SQ gre^f,, 
gmmittee said in it;Q^:‘ 
eleased yesterday, 

V oi Air Force 
youlfl require fund ing^ 
weapons system wnue 
c national intelligence esti- 
fflfe.fe iighl permit" , l pfip^| g 
|S£f bomher defenses, R 

ToITt 



Bpf REPORT, A7, 


'REFQHT, From A1 

For now the Committee ap- 
parently has accepted the esti- 
’ of the national intelli- 

comnninft v, 

■ fi M chopped the Pentagon’s 
^quests for research and de- 
velopment funds for AWACS 
^airborne warning and control 
system) and an improved in- 
terceptor, both part of a 
beefed-up anti-bomber defense 
proposed by the Air Force, 
teom $78.5 million to $18.2 mil- 
lion. 

* the Committee said it had 
decided that “the threat from 
mt&niiai hostile bombers is 
.J^t^sufiieiently clear and im- 
minent at this time to justify 
fc f&ll go-ahead on programs 
«hi£k in total could ultimately 
involve expenditures of bil- 
lions of dollars.” 

/lie cuts were part of a $2 
M%n redaction made by the 
^njmittee ia the Pentagon’s 
Jp2^3ilUo4 proposed budget 
- f2F J rea PP^ procurement and 
r #se#reh. fhe bill, which in- 
_ eludes $759,1 million for initial 
deployment of the Safeguard 
antidjiallistic missile system, 
went to, the Senate floor yes- 


mgh much 



of the testi- 
with assess 


^ — . w 

e ? Soviet bomber I States.” 


threat is censored for security 
reasons, the major disagree- 
ments appear to be over the 
role of the 750 Soviet medium 
bombers, whether Russia is 
developing a new long-range 
bomber and whether its heavy 
bomber inventory will decline. 

“Our study of the bomber 
defense issue revealed a wide 
and sharp difference between j 
the national intelligence esti- 
mate and the Air Force with) 
respect to the gravity of tfeej 
Soviet manned bo mber 
threat,” the Committee report 
said. 

“The question also arose as 
to whether it is not possible to 
effect some economies by 
phasing down some portions 
of existing bomber defenses if 
the present and future threat 
is as limited as portrayed by 
the NIE.” 

According to Committef 
Chairman John C. Stennis (D 
Miss.), the national intellj 
gence estimate does not con 
sider the 750 medium bombers 
a threat to the continental 
United States, except Alaska. 

Air Force Secretary Robert 
C. Seamans Jr. Testified, how 
ever, “These Soviet aircraft 
are a threat both to our allies 
and to the contenental United 
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to ISM NOT YOCil T.BO 

BASHING-OX. July 7— 
"j; < ; exes, pis from 

3 n~o:i .‘c-mad today by 
*u JVtxi* Armed Service* 
imm'ttjs, sitting forth ma- 
)r:ty rr.d minority views on 
t'.sploying the Safeguard antt- 
ballistic missile system.' 

Majority Views 

Following are the consid- 
erations which lead the ma- 
jority of the committee to 
support the Safeguard anti- 
ballistic raissLle system as 
proposed for authorization in 
fiscal year 1970. 

Ill 

On the eve of what is 
hoped will be meaningful 
discussions with Soviet Rus- 
sia on the limitations of stra- 
tegic arms, the President of 
the United States will be in a 
stronger position with the ap- 
proval of partial funding of 
the phase 1 deployment as 
the bill provides rather than 
just to continue the program 
essentially in a research and 
development posture. 

President Nixon has asked 
the Congress not to abandon 
work on the deployment of 
an antiballistic missile sys- 
tem but to proceed with it. 
He said: 

“I believe it Is essential for 
the national security, and it 
is essential to avoid putting 
an American President, either 
this President or the next 
President, in the position 
where the United States 
would be second rather than 
first, or at least equal to any 
potential enemy." 

Coming Talks Cited 
The President believes that 
•the backing of the Congress 
on his Safeguard program 
would strengthen his hand in 
the forthcoming negotiations 
with the Soviet Union on the 
limitation of offensive and 
defensive nuclear systems. 
If we unilaterally abandon all 
deployment of our ABM’s, 
what incentive do we give 
the Soviets to negotiate with 
us' a limit or reduction in 
their ABM deployment if 
American negotiators are 
Confronted with a situation 
where the Soviet negotiators 
believe time is running on the 
Soviet side, our negotiators 
would be up against very ad- 
verse odds. 

To arrive at successful, 
reciprocal, and mutually ac- 
ceptable agreement Involv- 
ing both offensive and de- 
fensive nuclear systems will 
involve rigorous bargaining 
by Moscow for relative ad- 
vantage and will, at best, be 
enormously difficult. We 
think the Congress can best 
help the President and his 
negotiating team in very im- 
portant negotiations by ap- 
proving the proposed 1970 
program. 

m 

It Is not believed that the 
procurement program pro- 
nosed for fiscal year 1970 
should jeopardize talks with 
Soviet Russia or cause an 
escalation of the arms race. 
No evidence has been pre- 
seated that the Soviet Union 
views the problem In this re- 
gard. Moreover, it should be 
noted that since last summer 
when the antiballistic missile 
issue became prominent in 
both the United States and 
Soviet Russia, the Soviets 
have — ■ 

(1) Continued to deploy the 
SS-9, SS-11, and new solid 
propellant ICBM^; 

(2) Plight tested a multiple 
re-entry vehicle payload on 
the SS-9; 

<3) Continued production 
of missile-firing subs; 

(4) initiated tests on the 
next generation of ABM; 

(5) Continued deployment 
of the Tallinn and Moscow 
defensive systems; and 

(6) Continued both quanti- 
tative and qualitative im- 
provements in their air de- 
fense. 

It should be emphasized 
that there are no timetable* 
to these talk*. If there is to 
be no deployment either be- 
fore or during possible pro- 
tracted negotiations, the 
United States would then be 
in a serious position both 
from the standpoint of nego- 
tiating position and our de- 
terrent forces. 
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The need for an anti- 
ballistic missile system must 
be viewed within the context 
of all of our defense ele- 
ments which underlie our 
polity of nuclear deference. 
This retaliatory force is 


based on a substantial mix- 
ture of vehicles of several 
quite different types— min- 
uteman, bombers, and Po- 
laris/Poseidon — with each 
system having its own kind 
of protection. Each system 
has different limitations. Is 
subject to varied uncertain- 
ties and requires distinct 
modes of attack. Each type 
must be protected, so as to 
insure no easy defeat of our 
system by an enemy. It must 
be of serious concern there- 
fore if any part of our de- 
terrent mixture is adversely 
affected by changing adverse 
forces and technologies. 

We have aolld hard intelli- 
gence information that— 

(1) The Soviet Union has 
either In operation or under 
construction at least 230 
SS-9 ICBM's. If the Soviets 
continue to build additional 
missiles at the same rate as 
in the past several years, by 
the mid- 1970’s they will be 
la a position to threaten the 
effectiveness of our Minute- 
man forces. Based on past 
accomplishments and their 
potential, it is assumed that 
each missile will be able to 
contain three separate war- 
heads; 

Threat to Bombers 

(2) The Soviets are build- 
ing a Polaris-type submarine 
that could in the mid-1970’s 
threaten the system of 
ground alert B-52 bomber 
forces; and 

(3) Russia also has under 
way a large program of nu- 
clear attack submarines 
which could in the 1970’s 
become a threat to our Po- 
laris/Poseidon force. Obvi- 
ously we cannot assume that 
our Polaris system will be 
the first weapon in history 
to remain invulnerable. 

The 'hard truth is that by 
the mid* 1970’s unless we 
continue to make appropriate 
decisions to threats of our 
Minuteman and bomber re- 
taliatory force, and to our 
Polaris forces, the second- 
strike capability of a large 
proportion of our strategic 
deterrent forces will be in 
doubt 

It is against this set of 
problems that Congress has 
been asked to approve a 
modified antiballistic missile 
Safeguard system which, if 
funding is completed in later 
years, is designed primarily 
to provide a protection for 
the national command au- 
thority and vital elements of 
our bomber and Minuteman 
retaliatory forces to help 
assure the maintenance of our 
second strlge nuclear deter- 
rent during the period of 
the mid*I970’s and beyond. 
[4] 

The procurement funding 
proposed for fiscal year 1970 
represents the minimum pro- 
gram that could be under- 
taken at this time and still 
maintain a phased approach 
to building up the ABM sys- 
tem, which, of course, could 
be altered if the arms limita- 
tion talks produce meaningful 
results. 

Only Partial Finding 

The funds in this bill only 
represent partial funding of 
the phase 1 program for the 
sites to be located at Grand 
Forks, N- D., and Malmstrom, 
Mont. Except for $600,000 
there are no funds for hard- 
ware for the operational 
Sprint and Spartan missiles. 
In other words, there are no 
operational missile funds for 
the phase I sites. These must 
be funded in future years. 

The fiscal year 1970 pro- 
curement funding, as previ- 
ously pointed out, would be 
for the purpose of providing 
various elements of the radar 
cost, ground equipment, and 
production preparation for 
the Sprint and Spartan mis- 
siles in phase 1. It is true that 
the plants and facilities to be 
purchased with the prepro- 
duction funds could be later 
utilized following the comple- 
tion of phase 1, if the deci- 
sion is made to proceed with 
the procurement of further 
operational missiles. 

For 1970 therefore the 
Safeguard program is a lim- 
ited one. 

W 

Because of the necessity 
for both authorization and 
appropriations, the Congress 
has complete control of all 
the Safeguard program be- 
yond fiscal year 1970. Each 
year there is ample opportu- 
nity for the Congress to 
determine whether the Safe- 
guard program should pro- 
gress either in the form of 
completion of the two-site 
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phase 1 program or the ini- 
tiation and competition of 
the 10-site phase 2. Each 
year the Congress will have 
the opportunity to review 
intelligence date and the 
threat to our forces. After 
such review the Congress can 
then be In a position to assess 
whether or not under all the 
circumstances the Safeguard 
system be continued. 

16 ] 

The significance of the 
Ieadttme element should be 
recognized. If the measured 
progress proposed for fiscal 
year 1970 is not approved— 
that is, if production is 
delayed by 1 year— the initial 
operational capability now 
scheduled for 1974 will be 
delayed for 2 years until 1976 
due to the loss of time caused 
by the breakdown in produc- 
tion momentum and the time 
consumed in rebuilding pro- 
duction lines. 

m 

Reputable scientists have 
testified that the system will 
not operate effectively due to 
its complexity while other sci- 
entists nave testified that de- 
spite the complex nature of 
the Safeguard system, it can 
be anticipated that the tech- 
nical problems can be re- 
solved in order for the system 
to become operationally ef- 
fective. 

The testing and design 
work on both the missile, the 
radar components, and the 
computers so far have not 
Indicated that there are insu- 
perable technological prob- 
lems confronting the Safe- 
guard system. It Is prudent 
that any doubt in this ques- 
tion be resolved in favor of 
confidence in the system. 

18] 

While there may be pos- 
sible alternatives to the con- 
struction of the Safeguard 
system such as adding to our 
offensive forces or superhard- 
ening the present Minutemen 
sites, the prdueet course is 
not to abandon the Safegard 
system at this time and pro- 
ceed on other alternatives, To 
proceed with additional of- 
fensive forces would probably 
provide a real threat in the 
escalation of the arms race. 

Moreover, there is some 
doubt as to whether in the 
long run, time and funds 
would be saved with this al- 
ternative. There is a program 
at the present time for devel- 
opment work in superharden- 
Ing rite missile silos. It fs not 
believed, however, that this 
would be a substitute for an 
antiballistic missile system 
since with sufficient accuracy, 
even hardened silos are vul- 
nerable. 

It is believed that the 
Safeguard system will pro- 
vide the Minuteman wiih suf- 
ficient protection to make It 
a creditable deterrent; Ad- 
mittedly, any system can be 
saturated. If circumstances 
change in the years ahead 
indicating this probability to 
the antiballistic missile sys- 
tem, then other alternatives 
must be considered either In 
the form of additional ABM’s 
and radars or additional of- 
fensive missiles or some 
other course of action. 

t»I 

It should be emphasized 
that the fiscal year 1970 au- 
thorization for funding con- 
tained in this bill la not an 
irrevocable commitment to 
the Safeguard system. The 
limited degree to which the 
system is funded has already 
been mentioned. This pro- 
gram will be subject to the 
annual review and control by 
the Congress and wifi be sub- 
ject to at least two votes in 
both the House and the Sen- 
ate in the form of authoriz- 
ing and appropriation legis- 
lation. 

The committee majority 
was made up of Democrats 


John Stennis of Mississippi, 
the chairman, Richard B. 
Russell of Georgia, Henry M. 
Jackson of Washington, Sun 
J. Ervin Jr. of North Caro- 
lina, Howard W. Cannon of 
Nevada and Harry F. ByrdJr. 
of Virginia, Democrats, pus 
Strom Thurmond of Soith 
Carolina, John G. Tower of 
Texas, Peter H. Dominick of 
Colorado and Hany Gdd- 
water of Arizona, Repmli- 

Minority Views 

Seven members of the 
Armed Services Commitee 
voted against the authorza- 
tion of funds for the depby- 
ment of the Safeguard 
system. 

Although we favor the 
continuation of research ind 
development on such a poj- 
ect, after listening to the 
testimony of various vlt- 
nesses called before the om- 
mittee, we have concluded 
that the deployment of his 
multiblUlon - dollar sysera 
would not add to the security 
of the United States. 

It was noticed that vltr 
nesses who testified for de- 
ployment of the system de- 
voted much if not most of 
their time to re-emphasiing 
their fears of the Scriet 
Union; whereas witneses 
who opposed the propoed 
system expressed in titail 
why they believed the rstm 
would not work, or why ind 
how it could be nullified in 
any real effectiveness byrel- 
atively minor addition* to 
the Soviet SS-9 producton. 

In Fear for 25 Year* 

The American people live 
lived with fears of a Satie t 
attack for some quarter f a 
century, ever since Wild 
War II, and have expends! a 
thousand billion dollars on 
defense in recognition of his 
possible danger. These gigan- 
tic expenditures have teen 
detrimental to many aher 
plans, programs, and pottles 
which now also appear ^tel- 
ly important to the secirity 
and well-being of this nsion. 

The American people low 
know that many billion of 
these dollars spent on de- 
fense have been wasted.Thia 
observation Is not offerd in 
criticism, but to emphsize 
the wisdom of not wing 
frightened into unnecssary 
additional weapons sy terns 
expenditures. 

It was Mark Twsii who 
said. “Courage is reagnition 
of fear, mastery of fear— 
not absence of fear* 

Our abjection to his pro- 
posed ABM system how- 
ever, is not based on such 
history or any thcry; and 
we list herewith tlree over- 
all reasons as to why we 
oppose deploymen- 

CompUcated Sfucture 

The first reasrn Is the 
structure of the ystem. The 
proposed Safegutrd system 
was originally resigned for 
the "thin" defeise of cities 
against Red Chha and was 
originally calkd Sentinel. 
Later its name was changed 
to Safeguard but its com- 
ponents are basically the 
same. 

Safeguard Is the most 
complicated technological de- 
velopment ever planned for 
operation by man. The sys- 
tem consists of three major 
component parts: (1) Mis- 
siles, (2) Radars, and (3) 
computers. 

Although we have had a 
long and therefore disturb- 
ing series of failures in mis- 
sile testing, including an- 
other Minuteman failure 
only last week, there is no 
reason to conclude that the 
two Safeguard missiles, the 
Spartan and the Sprint, will 
not work. But there is reason 
to doubt that the long-range 
radar (PAR) and the short- 
range radar (MSR), parts of 
which have not been built 
let alor.e tested, will operate 


successfully together In that 

almost instantaneous man- 
ner which would be neces- 
sary In case of sudden at- 
tack; and there is even more 
reason to doubt that the 
computer, which has been 
neither built nor tested, and 
which Is admittedly far more 
complicated than any com- 
puter ever yet attempted, 
will operate properly when 
called upon to do so. 

Not Tested as a Whole 

Finally, it is logical to con- 
sider whether, even if these 
three separate components 
would operate properly as 
separate units, would they 
so operate when combined. 
For obvious reasons, the test- 
ing of any joint operation 
has not been possible. 

The second reason is the 
vulnerability of the system. 
Because the resistance 
strength (PSD of the MSR 
radar is less than 10 per cent 
of the strength of the missile 
site in its present conforma- 
tion, that radar is very vul- 
nerable even to the less 
lethal, less accurate Soviet 
SS-11 missile, of which the 
Soviets have hundreds more 
than they have SS-9’s. 

Because the MSR radar is 
designed to guide both Safe- 
guard missiles to their tar- 
gets. if it is knocked out the 
entire Safeguard system 
would be blinded and there- 
fore worthless. 

The third reason is the 
relative ease by which the 
Soviet Union could overcome 
any improvement In our de- 
fenses which could result 
from the deployment of 
Safeguard. As mentioned 
previously, objective critics 
predict that It* unprecedent- 
edly complicated electronic 
system may not function un- 
der sudden attack (in which 
case, if this is the basket 
in which we have placed our 

involved) 8flcurlty wouId be 

Little Protection Found 

What we do”’' assert, how- 
ever, is that even if Safe- 
guard works perfectly as de- 
signed, It will do practically 
nothing in protecting Minute- 
man sites. 

The magnitude of the as- 
serted threat has been de- 
classified, but the Defense 
Department has consistently 
refused to release classified 
information presented the 
committee which to us pre- 
sents conclusively that a small 


increase in Soviet SS-9 mis- 
sile production would elimin- 
ate any significant protec- 
tion by this system even if 
it worked perfectly. 

In this connection, one of 
the universally respected ex- 
perts in this field. Dr. Wolf- 
gang Panofsky, in an address 
last month stated: 

"If the threat to Minute- 
man grows at the rate proj- 
ected by the Defense De- 
partment, and if Minuteman 
became vulnerable at a cer- 
tain time several years hence, 
then if the Safeguard system 
were installed and if it func- 
tioned perfectly, then the 
Minuteman would be just as 
vulnerable as before only a 
few months later.” 

Presidents Praised 

During the past 11 years, 
although there has been 
nothing comparable to what 
is going on today, there 
nevertheless was tremendous 
pressure from the Defense 
Department and some people 
in industry to install the 
various ABM systems of the 
past; and it is now admitted 
that the wisdom of Presidents 
Eisenhower and Kennedy in 
refusing to bow to those 
pressures prevented this Gov- 
ernment from wasting many 
billions of dollars. 

Later the previously aban- 
doned elements of the Nike- 
Zeus and the Nike X systems 
were pooled together to form 
a ‘‘thin’’ city defense against 
the Chinese. It was named 
Sentinel. Still later, however, 
the cities rebelled against 
this untested system with all 
the questionable premises 
listed above. 

Thereupon the name of the 
system was changed to Safe- 
guard, and its mission 
changed fom city defense to 
the defense of missile site*. 
(In passing, it should be 
noted that neither the long- 
range Spartan nor the pres- 
ent MSR radar would have 
been designed as they have 
been if their original purpose 
had been the defense of mis- 
sile sites.) 

Matter of Priorities 

It is our considered opin- 
ion that, except in one re- 
spect, the situation which 
was faced up to by Presi- 
dents Eisenhower and Ken- 
nedy Is the same situation 
we face today, as the Con- 
gress and the people weigh 
the merit of deploying this 
proposed Safeguard system. 

That exception has to do 
with our not unlimited re- 


sources. This problem is of 
growing seriousness. It Is 
currently expressed in the 
credit crisis we are experi- 
encing at home and the cur- 
rency problems we know we 
now have abroad. We now 
also know that because of 
our domestic problems and 
our foreign commitments, 
we must establish some order 
of priorities with respect to 
the use of our resources. 

Another word for priori- 
ties is values. 

The American people desire 
and demand an adequate de- 
fense; but it would seem 
pertinent to recall that 
whereas this Government is 
currently requesting $44 for 
the education of each Ameri- 
can boy and girl, at the same 
time they are requesting 
*20,400 in ammunition for 
sach man we are fighting 
igainst in Vletcong guerril- 

Other Nations Limited 

This problem of increas- 
ngly limited resources is one 
vhich Is also present in other 
lountrles. It is another rea- 
on for hope that we will 
e able finally to start on 
ne long-delayed discussions 
loking toward some mean- 
igful form of arms control. 

In summary, despite the 
eavy demands by our lim- 
led resources— demands in- 
(dent to poverty, health, 
ducatlon, and foreign com- 
ritments— if we believed 


that the Safeguard system 
would contribute in any sub- 
stantial fashion to the se- 
curity of the United States, 
we would recommend its 
deployment. We do not so 
believe, however. 

We do believe that any pri- 
mary defense against the 
threat of a nuclear attack 
lies in our deterrent capacity. 
In this connection, we believe 
that with our Polaris fleet, 
our landbased ICBMs, our 
strategic bombers, and the 
thousands of additional nucle- 
ar warheads we have at sea 
and abroad, if we were at- 
tacked we could destroy the 
Soviet Union some 50 times 
over. 

Under these circumstances, 
as the number of nations with 
nuclear weapons continues to 
grow, it would be unfortunate 
indeed if an ABM deployment 
on our part had a negative 
effect on arms control dis- • 
cusslons. It would also ap- 
pear clear that If we proceed 
with this system, the Soviet 
Union will respond by in- 
creasing its offensive strength 
so as to negate any possible 
advantage which might be 
derived from said Safeguard 
deployment The result could 
only be a further escalation 
of the arms race. 

It is for these reasons that 
we oppose deployment of .the 
Safeguard system at this time. 

Stephsn M. Young 
Daniel K. Inouye 


Approved For Release 2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP71B00364R0001 001 70049-6 


